Abstract: Renewable energy sources are vital to achieving Europe's 2030 energy transition goals. Technological innovation, driven by public expenditures on research and development, is a major driver for this change. Thus, an extensive dataset on these expenditures of the European Member States and the European Commission, dating back to the early 1970s, was created. This paper creates predictive scenarios of public investment in renewable energy research and development in Europe based on this historical dataset and current trends. Funding from both, European Member States and the European Commission, between today and 2030 are used in the analysis. The impact on the cumulative knowledge stock is also estimated. Two projection scenarios are presented: (1) business as usual; and (2) an advanced scenario, based on the assumption that the Mission Innovation initiative causes public expenditures to increase in the coming years. Both scenarios are compared to the European 2030 climate and energy framework target sets. Results indicate that Member States in Europe currently tend to fund renewables more than the European Commission, but funding from both sources is expected to increase in the future. Furthermore, the European Commission distributes its funding more equally across the various renewable energy sources than Member States.
Introduction
After World War II, many European countries agreed it was necessary to reconstruct their economies and establish a long-term peace. One major challenge was reducing competition among European countries over natural resources. To facilitate this, the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was created in 1951. The ECSC was an international organization creating a common market for coal and steel among the member countries. The original members were Belgium, France, Italy, the Federal Republic of Germany, The Netherlands, and Luxembourg. This was the first step toward the creation of the European Union (EU) [1] . Six years later, the European countries continued toward integration by creating a second international energy collaboration, the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM) [2] . Energy was a primary issue in the development of the EU [3] . The EU can only provide half of its gross inland energy consumption (~47% in 2013) [4] . Despite significant efforts to transition towards a low-carbon economy, the EU is highly dependent on non-renewable (primarily fossil fuels) imports. Most of the imports come from Africa, Russia, and OPEC (Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries), which are fragile markets due to current conflicts. The International
•
How much energy R&D funding will be provided by the EU MS, and the EC between the present and 2030? • Are RES sources funded equally? • Are the EU MS and EC energy knowledge stocks different?
Section 2 describes the materials and methods. Results are presented in Section 3 and are discussed in Section 4. Both Sections 3 and 4 attempt to answer the previously indicated questions.
Results show that, though annual R&D funding fluctuates over time, the cumulative knowledge stock is gradually increasing. The cumulative knowledge stock is only marginally sensitive to yearly variations, making it significantly different from annual spending. For this reason, it is considered a robust tool for estimating the long-term impacts of R&D spending on energy. 
Materials and Methods

Energy R&D of the EU MS and the EC
The IEA R&D database contains easily accessible data on energy expenditures from the EU MS [9] . It provides annual public energy R&D expenditure data for each IEA MS since 1974. Eight sections have been defined to guarantee consistency between European [10] and national expenditures. They are: photovoltaics (PV), wind energy, bioenergy, ocean energy, hydroelectricity, geothermal energy, concentrated solar power (CSP), solar heating and cooling-including renewable heating and cooling (RHC), as well as the final category other and unallocated RES. The analysis considers IEA and EU member states, as shown in Table 1 . There are no data for EU MS that are not in the IEA. This analysis only considers European MS that are part of the IEA. The implications of this limitation will be discussed in Section 2.4. The European Framework Programmes (FP1-Horizon 2020) from 1984 to 2020 are the largest sources of R&D funding from the EC [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] . Analysis of the historic R&D expenditures of the EC are in annex I of the World Economic Council (WEC) and Di Valdalbero [19] , along with a study by the EC [7] , which also included raw data on FP1-Horizon 2020 (H2020). Further data describing European R&D funding has been obtained from the EC [7, 12, 13, [20] [21] [22] and Di Valdalbero [19] . Consistently, RES have gained importance since the inception of EU R&D activities. An extensive database was created to quantify the public energy R&D expenditures of the EC and the EU MS and seems to be the only of its kind with time series since the 1970s.
For FP6, FP7, and H2020, the database contains information at the project level. Therefore, all RES projects funded by the EC, have been analyzed and individually assigned to their sector. The most recent data set is from 2016.
All R&D expenditures were converted to 2014 real prices using Eurostat [4] and Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) [23] time-based annual inflation rates.
Finally, note that private R&D funding is proprietary, and could not be acquired and included in the analysis. This study considers solely public funding.
Scenarios of Public R&D Expenditures until 2030
Annual R&D spending from the EU MS has historically fluctuated significantly; cf. inter alia Baccini and Urpelainen [24] . We developed both business-as-usual (BAU) and advanced scenarios, assuming that this trend continues until 2030. Both scenarios are coupled with forecasts of the gross domestic product (GDP) for each EU MS. Gross domestic product growth for each country, between 2014 and 2030, was derived from the OECD [23] . Table 2 shows the GDP for each IEA/EU MS from 2014-2030. The BAU and advanced scenarios both assume the same OCED GDP development.
Formulae from Bointner et al. [25] were rearranged for the data analysis. For the BAU case (R&D BAU ), the funding estimate is based on the GDP growth of country i and the floating average of the R&D expenditures for the last five years in RES technology group k according to Equation (1) . t denotes the time in years:
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The BAU scenario assumes that the status quo of R&D expenditures is maintained for each of the countries that are also both IEA and EU MS. It assumes that there will be no major changes, such as turnaround of energy policy, which would tremendously impact the results. The purpose of the BAU scenario is to predict potential future developments based on current R&D expenditures, thus implicitly considering the current macro-economic situation in Europe. Providing a BAU scenario is important as it is highly unlikely that all countries change their energy R&D policy in the next five or ten years at once. Even if a single country radically changes their R&D policy, the global effect may be negligible due to consistency in the other countries. Directional movement of energy R&D policy in Europe is assumed in the advanced scenario below. The advanced scenario assumes increasing funding in the EU MS and the EC due to the Mission Innovation initiative (MI). In addition to the European Union as a whole, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, Sweden, and the United Kingdom signed the initiative [27] . Mission Innovation began in November 2015 and aims to double present governmental and/or state-directed R&D investment in clean energy over five years (by 2021) [28] . Anyway, it seems far from being realistic to double the public R&D investments in such a short time-span. Thus, the advanced scenario assumes a doubling of the indicated average R&D expenditures from 2013-2015 due to MI by 2030, which is-under the current macro-economic situation-ambitious but more realistic. Given that, the advanced scenario can be seen as the highest possible commitment to invest in RES R&D. Without taking the GDP development into consideration, a simple doubling of R&D expenditures would not double the efforts. Thus, the research intensity (R&D per GDP) is included and the resulting R&D expenditures in 2030 are somewhat larger than the present levels. Values from 2016 to 2029 are interpolated. New investments will be focused on transnational clean energy innovations, which can be scaled to varying economic and energy market conditions in participating countries. See Equation (2):
Energies 2016, 9, 990 5 of 16
Cumulative RES Knowledge Stock
The cumulative knowledge stock (KS) for each RES for 1974 to 2030 in Europe has been calculated using the annual R&D expenditures of each EU MS and the EC. It has been broken into eight groups (k) based on the IEA classification of RES. This includes both the depreciated cumulative knowledge stock from the previous period (1 − δ) × KS (t − 1), and the EC and EU MS R&D expenditures in period t − x. The cumulative knowledge stock in monetary values of eight (k) RES and n countries is as shown in Equation (3):
The depreciation rate (δ) describes the loss of knowledge each year when certain technology know-how is not in use. For example, if rapid innovation occurs or if there is significant staff turnover. This implies that past R&D knowledge always becomes less relevant over time. Additionally, the time lag x assumes a time-dependency between R&D spending and a gain of related knowledge. For instance, the energy R&D expenditures of 2027 account for the knowledge stock in 2030, with a given time lag x of three years with δ = 10%. Klaassen et al. [29] and Kobos et al. [30] offer a comprehensive overview of the methodology. Other sources of information are available in the literature review conducted by Bointner [31] . This approach, which is used in both the BAU and advanced scenarios, is presented in Equation (4):
Literature Review and Discussion of the Method
There are some limitations of the applied method. While the IEA database is considered to be the best source of data on energy R&D expenditures, it is not exhaustive. Some members do not provide annual data. Additionally, the accounting methodology and geographical range changed over time [32] . For example, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia all became IEA members during the period from 1995-2000. Furthermore, some countries, such as Germany, do not provide regional R&D funding data. Finally, as stated in Chapter 2.1 not all EU MS are also members of the IEA. According to Wiesenthal et al. [33] these states account for 99% of the EU MS R&D expenditures and, the energy R&D expenditures of the non-IEA MS can safely be neglected. More information about IEA dataset limitations are available in Wiesenthal et al. [33] and IEA [9] . Di Valdalbero [19] provides pros and cons of the method used to derive R&D scenarios.
No R&D expenditures by the EC are available before 1987. More detailed data becomes available over time.
The cumulative knowledge stock calculation is based on public R&D investment. In reality, the relationship between R&D expenditures and technological outcomes, including knowledge stock, is highly uncertain. Other factors, such as learning-by-doing, private R&D expenditures, and knowledge spillovers from other sectors, are also significant. Fluctuating R&D programmes can be ineffective [24] because the supply of trained scientists and engineers is inelastic in the short run [34] . Critically, returns on R&D investment may decrease over time [35] . However, public energy R&D expenditures are important to avoid market failure [35, 36] . A detailed discussion of implications and limitations of the analysis of cumulative knowledge stock can be found in Bointner [31] .
Research and development expenditures have a time lag, instead of causing an instantaneous knowledge gain. Most scholars found delays of two to five years [29, 30, 37, 38] . Thus, we assumed a time lag, x, of three years, which is similar to the average RES project duration of 2.8 years in FP6, FP7, and H2020. The sensitivity of knowledge stock to depreciation rate has been studied previously [31] , so we treated depreciation rate as a constant 10%.
Furthermore, the level of R&D expenditures reflects the market potential, availability of a specific energy source in a certain country, and also the maturity of a technology. For instance, hydropower Energies 2016, 9, 990 6 of 16 is a mature technology, and receives low public R&D expenditures. Immature technologies are significantly more dependent on public support. Finally, the lack of private energy R&D data is a significant limitation. Private energy R&D data are rarely available, and either fragmented or for a specific technology. The term "company" is very critical in this regard, as they often consist of various legal entities and the structure can be unclear. Such bottom-up collection of private R&D data faces many obstacles, limitations and assumptions. Conducting a similar analysis at the European scale for several decades is beyond the scope of this study. fragmented or for a specific technology. The term "company" is very critical in this regard, as they often consist of various legal entities and the structure can be unclear. Such bottom-up collection of private R&D data faces many obstacles, limitations and assumptions. Conducting a similar analysis at the European scale for several decades is beyond the scope of this study. In the early 1970s, during the Arab-Israeli War, OPEC imposed an oil embargo and oil prices drastically increased in Europe. From this moment on, the challenge was to find alternative energy sources to fossil fuels and reduce Europe's dependence on energy imports. Figure 1 shows clearly the effects of the oil crises of 1973 and 1979 with constantly rising RES R&D expenditures and two peaks of total annual budgets of almost half a billion EUR in 1981 and 1984. However, the main alternative these days was nuclear energy as shown by Bointner et al. [25] . The decreasing R&D funding in the second half of the 1980s and minor R&D budgets during the 1990s are an effect of the low-level oil prices at that time. A new push for RES occurred in the late 1990s, after the objectives set by the Kyoto protocol in 1997. In fact, after that date, funding to RES sharply increased and almost quadrupled in 2008. After 2008, numbers fluctuate due to effects of the economic crisis that struck European countries. An interesting evidence derived from this time series is that, while in the past RES such as biofuels, wind energy, PV and solar heating and cooling, RHC, and CSP were funded nearly homogenously, after 2000 it is possible to see important differences. Biofuels, all solid, liquid and gaseous, were funded extensively and nowadays occupy the biggest portion (the IEA classification of R&D expenditures may be misleading: biofuels subsume not only liquid biofuels for transportation but solid biofuels, such as pellets and wood chips, gaseous biofuels, and applications for heat and electricity [39] . Thus, "biofuels" is subsequently used in figures to be consistent with the IEA nomenclature but "bioenergy" in the text to avoid misunderstanding). Hydroelectricity was poorly financed across years. This can be explained by the fact that the hydroelectricity potential had been In the early 1970s, during the Arab-Israeli War, OPEC imposed an oil embargo and oil prices drastically increased in Europe. From this moment on, the challenge was to find alternative energy sources to fossil fuels and reduce Europe's dependence on energy imports. Figure 1 shows clearly the effects of the oil crises of 1973 and 1979 with constantly rising RES R&D expenditures and two peaks of total annual budgets of almost half a billion EUR in 1981 and 1984. However, the main alternative these days was nuclear energy as shown by Bointner et al. [25] . The decreasing R&D funding in the second half of the 1980s and minor R&D budgets during the 1990s are an effect of the low-level oil prices at that time. A new push for RES occurred in the late 1990s, after the objectives set by the Kyoto protocol in 1997. In fact, after that date, funding to RES sharply increased and almost quadrupled in 2008. After 2008, numbers fluctuate due to effects of the economic crisis that struck European countries. An interesting evidence derived from this time series is that, while in the past RES such as biofuels, wind energy, PV and solar heating and cooling, RHC, and CSP were funded nearly homogenously, after 2000 it is possible to see important differences. Biofuels, all solid, liquid and gaseous, were funded extensively and nowadays occupy the biggest portion (the IEA classification of R&D expenditures may be misleading: biofuels subsume not only liquid biofuels for transportation but solid biofuels, such as pellets and wood chips, gaseous biofuels, and applications for heat and electricity [39] . Thus, Energies 2016, 9, 990 7 of 16 "biofuels" is subsequently used in figures to be consistent with the IEA nomenclature but "bioenergy" in the text to avoid misunderstanding). Hydroelectricity was poorly financed across years. This can be explained by the fact that the hydroelectricity potential had been already exploited in many parts of Europe and, thus, the possibility to increase its share is rather low [40] and the maturity of the technology, which makes public funding obsolete. Future projections, derived from our data analysis, show a slight increase in R&D funding for a number of RES, with the exception concerning Solar heating and cooling, RHC, and CSP, to be almost constant until 2030. Interestingly, scenarios produced seem to indicate an increase of funding for geothermal and ocean energy, of course at low levels compared to the dominant RES technologies. Such sources have been poorly exploited so far [41, 42] . Renewable energy sources culminated in 2010 with an all-time maximum of more than 1.1 billion EUR. According to our BAU analysis, RES are expected to rise until 2030, exceeding 1.2 billion EUR. With regard to the latter mentioned years: bioenergy is ranked first, with approximately 400 million EUR. This is justified taking into consideration that more than 90% of renewable energy in Europe derives from bioenergy [43] . Moreover, bioenergy is considered as a RES form being capable of balancing environmental, social, and economic objectives [44] . Nevertheless, it is important to note that biofuels for transportation-in our analysis, a subsector of bioenergy-are discussed controversially in the EU. It is likely that future public R&D investments in this field may decline as the 10% biofuels target in transportation is coming under scrutiny [45] . Photovoltaics and wind energy follow with both about half of Bioenergy's R&D budget. Solar heating and cooling, RHC, CSP, and other and unallocated RES come next with around 100 million EUR each. Ocean and geothermal energy are found in the second-to-last position with less than 50 million EUR. Hydroelectricity is allocated at last position with nearly 15 million EUR.
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low levels compared to the dominant RES technologies. Such sources have been poorly exploited so far [41, 42] . Renewable energy sources culminated in 2010 with an all-time maximum of more than 1.1 billion EUR. According to our BAU analysis, RES are expected to rise until 2030, exceeding 1.2 billion EUR. With regard to the latter mentioned years: bioenergy is ranked first, with approximately 400 million EUR. This is justified taking into consideration that more than 90% of renewable energy in Europe derives from bioenergy [43] . Moreover, bioenergy is considered as a RES form being capable of balancing environmental, social, and economic objectives [44] . Nevertheless, it is important to note that biofuels for transportation-in our analysis, a subsector of bioenergy-are discussed controversially in the EU. It is likely that future public R&D investments in this field may decline as the 10% biofuels target in transportation is coming under scrutiny [45] . Photovoltaics and wind energy follow with both about half of Bioenergy's R&D budget. Solar heating and cooling, RHC, CSP, and other and unallocated RES come next with around 100 million EUR each. Ocean and geothermal energy are found in the second-to-last position with less than 50 million EUR. Hydroelectricity is allocated at last position with nearly 15 million EUR.
It has to be pointed out that around the year 2010 R&D expenditures reached a previously unforeseen level of 1.2 billion EUR, which, afterwards, remains rather constant until 2020, and rises as far as 2030, demonstrating the MS efforts in contributing to the 2020 target of a 20% increase in energy consumption derived from RES compared to 1990 levels and the respective challenge set until 2030 (27%).
In contrast to Figure 1 , Figure 2 visualizes the development of MS expenditures assuming MI budgets for RES R&D would be respected from 2015 onwards and last until 2030. Unlike the previous BAU scenario, R&D funding for solar heating and cooling, RHC, and CSP are supposed to rise, even if at a lower rate compared to other RES. The increase of wind energy and PV funding is similar, while once again the share of bioenergy is much higher of other sources.
Furthermore, RES funding in 2030 would reach almost 3.5 billion EUR-almost three times the level provided by the BAU analysis in the previous chart. It has to be pointed out that around the year 2010 R&D expenditures reached a previously unforeseen level of 1.2 billion EUR, which, afterwards, remains rather constant until 2020, and rises as far as 2030, demonstrating the MS efforts in contributing to the 2020 target of a 20% increase in energy consumption derived from RES compared to 1990 levels and the respective challenge set until 2030 (27%).
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In contrast to Figures 1 and 2, Figures 3 and 4 provide insights concerning the EU R&D expenditures from late 1980s until 2030. A comparison between budget levels indicated in Figures 1 and 3 (both BAU investigation) for the year 2030 show that MS are about six times higher than those of the EC with values around 1200 and 200 million EUR respectively.
At first sight, in Figures 3 and 4 the trend is much more fluctuating during the years compared to previous Figures 1 and 2 . The peaks visible in Figure 3 correspond to the end of the single framework programmes (FP1-H2020) . Indeed, the EC funding scheme during FPs follows a progression from the first to final year of each programme leading to the highest funding release in the last year.
Despite the cited fluctuations occurring in the past decades, EU Rand D funding are expected to be, on average, constant until 2030, at the levels of 2015-2016. Similarly, to the trend experienced by MS, in 2008-2009 funding to bioenergy was much higher than for other RES; later the difference gets reduced and, at present, funding for bioenergy is comparable to those given to the other major RES (i.e., wind energy, PV, and solar heating and cooling, RHC, and CSP). In terms of future projections, EU R&D funding is expected to remain nearly constant. With regard to R&D funding for geothermal and ocean energy, the amount of expenditures provided by the EU is comparable to the one given by MS, but the relative importance of these RES seems to be much higher. The EU appears to provide funding in a more homogeneous way than MS.
Similarly to Figure 1 At first sight, in Figures 3 and 4 the trend is much more fluctuating during the years compared to previous Figures 1 and 2 . The peaks visible in Figure 3 correspond to the end of the single framework programmes (FP1-H2020) . Indeed, the EC funding scheme during FPs follows a progression from the first to final year of each programme leading to the highest funding release in the last year.
Similarly to Figure 1 Looking at the advanced scenario, it can be seen that the increase in future EU R&D investments follow a similar trend compared to MS, but single RES are funded in a more even way. Funding for ocean and geothermal energy are expected to increase their share by 2030, while solar heating and cooling, RHC and CSP, PV, wind energy, and bioenergy are expected to be funded with a smaller increase. Looking at the advanced scenario, it can be seen that the increase in future EU R&D investments follow a similar trend compared to MS, but single RES are funded in a more even way. Funding for ocean and geothermal energy are expected to increase their share by 2030, while solar heating and cooling, RHC and CSP, PV, wind energy, and bioenergy are expected to be funded with a smaller increase. 
The Cumulative RES Knowledge Stock
European Union MS
Concerning the cumulative knowledge stock, results for the BAU and advanced scenario are provided in Figures 5 and 6 . Since 1980, the cumulative knowledge stock raised for a few years and then remained mildly constant until 2008. This trend partially reflects the annual investments in R&D, which raised in the same years and later remained constant. From 2008-2016, a considerable increase in the cumulative knowledge stock is visible-given by the increase in annual investments in R&D. Scenarios for the BAU foresee an even more consistent increase of the cumulative knowledge stock, until reaching more than 10 billion EUR by 2030. 
European Commission
The cumulative knowledge stock provided by EU R&D funding shows a different trend, compared to the one created by MS. In particular, the knowledge stock has a positive increment since the very beginning of the time series. The positive trend is mainly given by investments in R&D for PV, together with funding for bioenergy. The stock grows approximately at a constant rate until 2008-2009 and then it stirs up exponentially, reaching a level of around 1.0 billion EUR in 2016. In the future, the cumulative knowledge stock provided by EU investments is expected to grow, in the BAU scenario, until reaching around 1.5 billion EUR in 2030. The growth in the stock is, however, at negative rates. This is an indication that the knowledge stock might hit a maximum level in future, above which is not possible to achieve with the current level of funding. Conversely, in the advanced scenario, it is possible to assist to an exponential growth of the stock until 2030, reaching the level of almost 3.0 billion EUR.
Once again, differences between funding of MS and EU might be appreciated in the break-down of funds to the different sources of RES. In particular, the EU funds more evenly each RES, while a single MS tends to give precedence to bioenergy, wind energy, and PV. This attitude is also reflected in the cumulative knowledge stock, in which for the EU the contribution for bioenergy, wind, and solar heating and cooling, RHC, and CSP is almost the same.
Comparing Figures 7 and 8 it gets visible that the advanced Scenario (Figure 8) shows approximately double the amount of R&D expenditures with about 1.5 and 3.0 billion EUR. 
Comparing 
Cumulative Knowledge Stock (Considering Both EU and MS)
Figures 9 and 10 introduce the cumulative knowledge stock given by the sum of investments in R&D by single MS and the EU. The general trend of these graphs is similar to the ones of the MS. This is because the largest portion of funding for RES is given by MS rather than the EU. Thus, their weight in the sum is higher. 
Discussion and Conclusions
Results show that the research and development expenditures for renewable energy sources provided by the European Union Member States differ from those of the European Commission. The 
Results show that the research and development expenditures for renewable energy sources provided by the European Union Member States differ from those of the European Commission. The European Commission more equally finances research and development in the various renewable energy technology fields than the Member States.
Motivated by the energy crisis of 1973, European Union policy has been designed to reduce European dependence on energy imports, particularly of fossil fuels. Historically, the primary motivation has been achieving energy security [46] . For this reason financing focused-besides other energy technologies-specifically on renewable energy sources, especially bioenergy, wind energy, and photovoltaics.
Investments in research and development for renewable energy sources will probably increase in the future, largely driven by the European Union 2020 climate targets, and the European Union 2030 framework for climate and energy policies. Renewable energy sources are expected to grow more important for the European Union Member States and the European Commission, creating an expected knowledge stock for renewable energy sources of 12-21 billion EUR in 2030.
It could be argued that reduction in renewable energy sources research and development funding from the 1990s to 2010 caused a decay in the knowledge stock, and put the European Union a decade behind in terms of technology-based mitigation of climate change. This becomes more pronounced when considering the economic and political development since the 1970s. Funding for research and development in renewable energy sources from the European Union Member States peaked in in the early 1980s, largely because of the oil crises in the 1970s. The oil price shocks created a broad political commitment to focus on research and development preventing future crises by developing alternatives to fossil fuels. However, the 1980s and 1990s were decades of low energy prices and reduced political will to develop alternatives. At the same time, the world experienced a dramatic change in political thinking, particularly around economic theory. For instance, "Reagan's administration (1981) (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) cut the United States public energy research and development expenditures by 50%." [31] . Recently, the European political scheme has once again become favorable to financing research and development in renewable energy sources. The strengthening efforts of the European Commission and the European Union Member States to reach the climate and energy goals set for 2020 and 2030 led to an increase in funding for research and development for renewable energy sources. This fact is particularly important in light of the recent economic crisis striking Europe for the last few years, and the impact it has had reducing governmental budgets. Further challenges and threats for Europe, such as the possibility that the UK may leave the EU, are ahead but the impact on future RES R&D expenditures and the cumulative knowledge stock is highly speculative from today's perspective.
Anyway, the increases in spending from both Member States and the European Commission, demonstrate the importance of achieving energy independence, which could bring several advantages to European society in terms of declining energy costs, job creation, etc. This paper presents the first analysis of research and development expenditures for renewable energy sources, and the knowledge stock of both the European Commission and the European Member States over a time-span of more than 40 years. The results have been compared in a harmonized scheme. As of 2014, the cumulative knowledge stock in renewable energy sources created by public research and development expenditures was 6 billion EUR for the European Union Member States and 1 billion EUR for the European Commission. The largest share of the knowledge stock is in bioenergy, with an estimated value of 3 billion EUR. This is reasonable as more than 90% of renewable energy in Europe is in the form of bioenergy [42] . Moreover, bioenergy is a renewable energy source capable of balancing environmental, social, and economic goals [43] . Photovoltaics follow with approximately half of the research and development budget of Bioenergy. Solar heating and cooling, wind energy, concentrated solar power, and renewable heating and cooling, are all tied for third with around 1 billion EUR. Other and unallocated renewable energy sources have a knowledge stock of around 400 million EUR. Ocean and geothermal energy are second to last, with approximately 200 million EUR. Hydroelectricity is last with less than 100 million EUR. As precondition to fully exploit these mentioned results an effective EU policy on knowledge transfer and joint initiatives to avoid double research efforts are needed. This also requires an active culture of technology transfer and the promotion of open source publications.
Scenarios indicating the future research and development expenditures for renewable energy sources from both the European Union Member States and European Commission created an estimate of the knowledge stock for renewable energy technology for the next decade. An improvement of this contribution could include connections between energy expenditures and technological breakthroughs as technological changes play a key role in the quantification of future flows; however, the authors acknowledge it is a very difficult objective to detect technological shocks. Another potential development could be including data for non-International Energy Agency European Member States as demonstrated by Brutschin and Fleig [47] .
Nevertheless, these scenarios demonstrate the current shift of priorities in favour of public support for renewable energy technologies and may serve as starting point for further investigations on the RES knowledge stock. In combination with an analysis of the R&D output (e.g., patents, utility models, etc.), the effectiveness of public R&D programs could be estimated and recommendations for future prioritization of R&D expenditures derived. Though very challenging, the inclusion of private R&D inputs and outputs would enhance such analysis.
